understanding accuracy of first impression in judging personality traits (Connelly & Ones, 2010) , emotions (Matsumoto et al., 2000) , and demographic characteristics such as sexual orientation (Tskhay & Rule, 2013) , relatively little research has been dedicated to understanding first impressions of social attitudes despite the obvious importance of such ability. The present research is concerned with the judgment of sexism in target persons engaged in casual conversation. Such accuracy, if it exists, may lead to successful confrontation or resolution, or may enhance a person's ability to avoid others who could cause damaging outcomes or who are simply offensive.
The current research examined both accuracy and bias in judging sexist attitudes toward women during live mixed-gender social interactions and from watching video clips of those interactions. We explicitly differentiated bias from accuracy when analyzing dyad partners' hostile and benevolent sexism, and thus we are able to contribute to existing research both methodologically and theoretically. Fiske (1996, 2001) proposed that the nature of sexism is ambivalent: Sexism can hold both hostile and benevolent properties. Hostile sexism is an antipathy toward women and it upholds male dominance through the degradation and defamation of women; it is rooted in fear and aversion of women who defy nontraditional gender roles and the status quo. Benevolent sexism, in contrast, posits that women are wonderful but weak, and therefore they require men's adoration and protection. Because of its seemingly positive nature, benevolent sexism is an insidious ideology. Unlike simple politeness, benevolent sexism reinforces the idea that men are more competent than women. Benevolent sexism is rooted in paternalistic affection rather than outright domination to reinforce gender inequality.
Hostile and Benevolent Sexism
Due to its negative nature, hostile sexism often incurs resistance and thus is less likely to be accepted by women. Across 19 countries, Glick et al. (2000) found that men, compared to women, consistently expressed stronger endorsement of hostile sexism; in contrast, few gender differences were found in the endorsement of benevolent sexism, and in certain countries such as Cuba and Nigeria, women even endorsed benevolent sexism to a higher degree than men did. Moreover, research has found that women generally rated benevolent sexist men more favorably than hostile sexist men, and people were less likely to perceive or acknowledge benevolent sexism as "sexism" (Good & Rudman, 2010; Kilianski & Rudman, 1998) .
According to Glick and Fiske (2001) , benevolent sexism can be attractive for women because it is difficult to resist sexism in such a form. Indeed, research has shown that, behaviorally, men with more benevolent sexist attitudes behaved friendlier nonverbally (e.g., smiled more) and were more patient while interacting with women whom they had just met (Goh & Hall, 2015) . Within intimate romantic relationships, men with more benevolent sexism were more likely to help their female partners by directly providing plans and solutions; while this dependency-oriented support may seem positive on the surface, it actually diminished their female partners' feelings of competence and positive regard (Hammond & Overall, 2015) .
Research has also shown that exposure to benevolent sexism can have negative effects. Women who read statements supporting benevolent sexism (e.g., "Men are incomplete without women"), as opposed to statements supporting hostile sexism (e.g., "Women are too easily offended"), were subsequently more willing to support the status quo and less motivated to participate in collective action against it (Becker & Wright, 2011; Jost & Kay, 2005) . By incentivizing women with benevolence and affection, men can assert their power without much resistance as women may become more complacent in matters of gender inequality.
Despite their surface-level differences, benevolent sexism and hostile sexism exist as complementary rather than opposing elements. Hostile and benevolent sexism both contribute to inequality in contemporary society and an individual can endorse both attitudes simultaneously and to different degrees. Skills in recognizing these two forms of sexism in another person would carry certain benefits such as determining the suitability of a potential romantic partner or friend. However, the accuracy of first impression in judging sexism has not been examined.
Defining and Measuring Bias and Accuracy
Imagine a mixed-gender interaction between a man named Barney and a woman named Lily. Within this interaction, Lily's perception and judgment of Barney (and vice versa) will influence the progress of the interaction. For instance, Lily needs to gauge how much of a hostile sexist Barney is in order to adjust her behavior (e.g., her judgment may help her decide to end the interaction early). Lily may overestimate Barney's hostile sexism or she may underestimate it, thinking he is less of a hostile sexist than he actually is. This over-or underestimation is what we refer to as bias and it might occur for just one target person or with a whole group of target people. Bias is also referred to as directional bias (West & Kenny, 2011) and mean-level bias (Fletcher & Kerr, 2010) . Measuring bias in perceivers' judgments involves calculating arithmetic discrepancy (i.e., mean-comparison) between the judgment and criterion. Using the previous example, the criterion is Barney's actual sexism as operationally defined, while the judgment is Lily's estimation.
For just the one dyad-Lily and Barneythere is no corresponding measure of accuracy, which we define as a covariation between judgments and criterion. However, across a sample of dyads, one person's ratings can be correlated with the partner's self-ratings (criterion), yielding a correlation that describes the group's covariation: if higher ratings go with higher partner self-ratings, we would say the group has some accuracy. This group-level (Hall, Bernieri, & Carney, 2005) calculation of accuracy based on a set of dyads is also referred to as the truth force (West & Kenny, 2011) and tracking accuracy (Fletcher & Kerr, 2010) . This operational definition of accuracy was used in Studies 1 and 2, which were both dyadic studies. However, with this method, higher accuracy cannot be attributed uniquely to people's perceptual skills because the accuracy might equally be due to the partners' degree of expressivity of the quality being judged (Hall, Rosip, Smith LeBeau, Horgan, & Carter, 2006; Hall, Schmid Mast, & Latu, 2015; Snodgrass, Hecht, & Ploutz-Snyder, 1998) ; in an extreme case, all of the accuracy could be due to how much the partners revealed the quality being judged (e.g., their sexism), and not due to judges' ability to pick up their partners' sexism. Therefore, accuracy calculated in this way has some limitations as an index of perception accuracy.
In Study 3, we used a less ambiguous and more statistically powerful indicator of perception accuracy by adding more targets to be rated. The analogue in the real-life situation would be if more male friends join Barney and Lily, and Lily could then make comparative judgments. This was accomplished in Study 3 by asking new perceivers to rate the sexism of multiple target persons. Now a positive correlation between ratings and criterion values can be attributed to individual perceivers' accuracy (because all perceivers rate the same group of targets), with a further advantage being that accuracy scores (correlations) can be calculated for individual perceivers, allowing more options in data analysis. This way of calculating accuracy has been called sensitivity correlation (Judd & Park, 1993) and trait-based accuracy (Back & Nestler, 2016) .
As stated before, we differentiate two forms of accuracy: one derived from judgments in dyadic interactions and the other derived from judgments across multiple targets. Correlations between the judgments and the criteria capture covariations and strength of the relationship. Correlations, because they standardize the variables being correlated, are not subject to meanlevel response differences and therefore accuracy measured using correlations offers a very different window into interpersonal perception than a mean-comparison (Judd & Park, 1993) .
Bias and accuracy are statistically and theoretically independent processes, and one can be present with or without the other (Fletcher, 2015; Fletcher & Kerr, 2010; Hall, Stein, Roter, & Rieser, 1999; Judd & Park, 1993; West & Kenny, 2011) . In the past, researchers have focused on bias or accuracy, and have rarely considered both in conjunction. Furthermore, researchers have also used the term accuracy interchangeably with bias even though these two constructs are statistically independent. With recent methodological advances, both bias and the group-level kind of accuracy can now be calculated simultaneously across dyadic interactions. For instance, the truth and bias model (Stern, West, & Schoenthaler, 2013; West & Kenny, 2011) allows for simultaneous calculation of both group-level accuracy and bias within one statistical model. Bias is the mean discrepancy between the criterion and the judgment with positive values indicating overestimation of the criterion and negative values indicating underestimation. Accuracy is the strength of the criterion on the judgment, which is calculated using regression with the judgment as the outcome variable and the truth criterion as the predictor variable. In the regression model, the intercept represents the bias and the main effect represents the accuracy.
Bias and Accuracy in Intergroup Relations
People are biased when judging the characteristics of outgroup members such that they tend to overestimate outgroup members' likelihood of possessing stereotypical characteristics (Judd & Park, 1993) . Diekman, Eagly, and Kulesa (2002) examined male and female participants' estimates of attitudes concerning various social and political issues held by men and women (using the General Social Survey, a nationally representative survey, as the criterion). Participants consistently underestimated men's support for social and political issues that favored women, thus suggesting that people are negatively biased in estimating men's gender attitudes. Edmonds, Cahoon, and Shipman (1991) measured male and female students' estimates of a typical member of the opposite gender's attitude on acceptance of interpersonal violence, attitudes toward sex role stereotyping, adversarial sexual beliefs, sexual conservatism, and rape myth acceptance. Male and female participants' mean-level responses were used as the criterion for the other gender to measure bias in estimation of gender attitudes. The authors found that while men were not biased in estimating women's attitudes across these various domains (i.e., no significant differences between men's estimates and women's selfreports), women consistently overestimated men's self-reported gender attitudes on these domains. These findings suggest that biases in estimation exist regarding attitudinal judgments.
While the literature is rich in understanding accuracy in judgments of emotional states and personality traits (e.g., Ambady, Hallahan, & Rosenthal, 1995; Carney, Colvin, & Hall, 2007; Funder & Colvin, 1988; Matsumoto et al., 2000) , few studies have examined accuracy in domains relating to prejudice. This literature suggests people may be accurate to a certain degree. Black perceivers, relative to White perceivers, were able to detect racism at above-chance levels in White people engaging in interracial interactions by observing 20-s silent videos of their interaction behavior (Richeson & Shelton, 2005) . Accuracy in detecting racial prejudice in White men has also been found using static facial photographs alone (Hehman, Leitner, Deegan, & Gaertner, 2013) . This ability to detect racism may in part be driven by minorities' suspicion of White people's motives during interracial interactions (LaCosse et al., 2015) . In terms of gender dynamics, Diekman et al. (2002) showed that male and female participants' judgments correlated positively with men's and women's responses on the General Social Survey, demonstrating that these judgments can also be accurate in the correlational sense.
Most relevant to the current research, Rudman and Fetterolf (2014) examined bias in participants who judged the opposite gender's hostile and benevolent sexism level. Male and female participants completed the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI; Glick & Fiske, 1996) to measure their own endorsement of hostile sexism and benevolent sexism. They then completed a second ASI as they thought a typical member of the opposite gender would respond, thus allowing the researchers to measure men's and women's estimates of the other gender's sexist attitudes using the group-level endorsement as the criterion. Across three different populations (Caucasian Americans, Asian Americans, and African Americans), women overestimated men's hostile sexism but they underestimated men's benevolent sexism. Men, on the other hand, overestimated women's benevolent sexism but underestimated women's hostile sexism. These discrepancies led the authors to conclude that both men and women missed the mark in judging the other gender's sexist attitudes. But as noted by previous research (Judd & Park, 1993; West & Kenny, 2011) , discrepancy in terms of biased estimation, which Rudman and Fetterolf used, does not mean accuracy in the covariation sense. While Rudman and Fetterolf 's research offered evidence that people were biased in estimating sexism, their accuracy in discerning who was more sexist than whom was not measured.
Functional Theories
According to functional theories (e.g., Zebrowitz & Collins, 1997) , accuracy serves an adaptive function, and characteristics that are specifically relevant to an individual are judged quicker and more accurately. Richeson and Shelton (2005) argued that Black people were more accurate than White people at detecting racial bias of White targets because accuracy in such a context serves adaptive purposes for Black people more so than it would for White people. Similarly, LaCosse et al. (2015) and Hehman et al. (2013) found that motivated minority members were more accurate at detecting racial prejudice in White targets.
Functional theories can potentially explain accuracy and bias in judging prejudice in others, but evidence to date is limited to racism and generalizability to sexism has not been fully examined. It is unclear whether people are accurate or inaccurate, or biased or not, in judging sexist attitudes in actual people whose behavior they have observed. This is further complicated by the fact that accuracy and bias are independent and both can be found in judging other people's attitudes (Diekman et al., 2002) . The present research addresses this important gap and examines bias and accuracy in judging hostile and benevolent sexism. The truth and bias model was utilized in Studies 1 and 2 to analyze bias and group-level accuracy in judging a partner's sexist attitude during mixed-gender interactions. Individual perceivers' sensitivity correlations were used to understand accuracy in judging sexism across multiple targets in Study 3. Rudman and Fetterolf (2014) based their findings on each gender's estimation of the other gender's sexist attitudes as a group; specifically, participants imagined how a typical member of the opposite gender would respond. In the present Studies 1 and 2, participants judged the hostile and benevolent sexism of their own interaction partners in mixed-gender interactions. In Study 3, participants judged hostile and benevolent sexism from excerpts of Study 1's videos. Thus, the present research moves from stereotype at an intergroup level into the realm of bias and accuracy at an interpersonal level. The four bias hypotheses, consistent with the findings by Rudman and Fetterolf (2014) , are as follows:
Current Research
Hypothesis 1: Women will overestimate men's hostile sexism.
Hypothesis 2: Men will underestimate women's hostile sexism.
Hypothesis 3: Women will underestimate men's benevolent sexism.
Hypothesis 4: Men will overestimate women's benevolent sexism.
Also, although we measured accuracy as previously defined, we did not make a strong prediction regarding accuracy because we did not know whether it would be possible to detect sexism at the dyadic level or from short exposures to multiple targets' behavior. However, past research offers reasons why accuracy might indeed exist. First, previous analysis of the behavior of the targets whose sexism was being judged showed that there were behavioral cues associated with both benevolent and hostile sexism (Goh & Hall, 2015) . Second, accuracy for judging negative intergroup attitudes has been shown in past research (e.g., Hehman et al., 2013; LaCosse et al., 2015; Richeson & Shelton, 2005) though no one has investigated accuracy of detecting sexism.
Study 1

Method
Participants. Participants were 30 mixed-gender dyads (M age = 19.37) from Northeastern University who participated for partial course credit. Originally there were 33 dyads, but three dyads were removed because they either knew one another prior to the study or one member of the dyad did not speak English fluently.
Procedure. Male and female students were recruited separately through the Psychology Department's participant pool. After a pair of male and female students arrived, they were informed that this was a study on social interaction but not that we were measuring sexism. Participants first engaged in a structured social interaction in which they selected trivia questions and took turns asking one another the questions; they then engaged in a 3-min freestructured interaction in which they were allowed to discuss anything they wished (most conversations centered on getting acquainted, the trivia game, and their classes). The whole interaction was videotaped with participants' knowledge. After this, participants completed a battery of surveys measuring their personality, self-esteem, and finally their own sexism levels as well as judgment of their partner's sexism level. The personality and self-esteem measures were included as distractors and were not analyzed for this study. Participants were then debriefed and asked to sign a waiver releasing their videos for analysis (for more information regarding the nonverbal and verbal analyses of the videos, see Goh & Hall, 2015) .
Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI).
The ASI (Glick & Fiske, 1996) contains 22 items that measure both benevolent and hostile sexism on a 6-point rating scale (0 = disagree strongly; 5 = agree strongly). Examples of hostile sexism items are "Women exaggerate problems they have at work" and "Most women interpret innocent remarks or acts as being sexist." Examples of benevolent sexism items are "A good woman should be set on a pedestal by her man" and "In a disaster, women ought not necessarily to be rescued before men" (reverse-scored). Participants first filled out the ASI for themselves, and then they completed a second ASI as they thought their partner would fill it out.
Results and Discussion
We tested the four hypotheses using the truth and bias model, comparing each dyad member's judgment of the partner's sexism scores with the partner's own self-reported sexism scores. In the truth and bias model, the judgment of the partner's sexism is the outcome variable (centered on the grand mean of participants' self-reported sexism), and the participants' self-reported sexism is treated as the predictor (grand mean centered). Bias is the intercept of the model with a positive value indicating overestimation and a negative value indicating underestimation. Accuracy is the main effect of the model. Gender of the participants (male = −1; female = 1) was entered as a moderator. All analyses were conducted using the MIXED procedure in SPSS 22 with hostile sexism and benevolent sexism as separate models. See Table 1 for descriptive statistics and Table 2 for estimates in the truth and bias model. Across all participants' judgments of their partners' hostile sexism, neither the intercept (indicating bias), b = .07, t(21.34) = 0.73, p = .474, nor the main effect (indicating accuracy) was significant, b = .01, t(48.66) = 0.01, p = .930. This suggests that in general, people were not biased or accurate in judging their partners' hostile sexism. Importantly, and relevant to the hypotheses, there was a main effect of gender, b = .88, t(21.34) = 8.53, p < .001. A Gender x Accuracy interaction was not significant, b = .05, t(49.57) = 0.51, p = .615.
To examine Hypotheses 1 and 2, the effect of gender on judgment was disentangled using recommendations by Aiken and West (1991) in which the group of interest was recoded as zero in the analyses; thus, all other effects in the model would refer to that group. For women, the intercept (bias) was significant in the positive direction, b = .95, t(27.84) = 6.46, p < .001, but it was significant in the negative direction for men, b = −.81, t(28.00) = −6.02, p < .001. In other words, women overestimated their male partners' hostile sexism while men underestimated their female partners' hostile sexism, confirming Hypotheses 1 and 2 respectively. The effect of gender on the nature of bias was disentangled using the same procedure as before. Contrary to Hypothesis 3, the intercept was not significant for women, b = −.19, t(27.98) = −1.56, p = .130, but the direction suggested that women were indeed underestimating men's benevolent sexism. Finally, Hypothesis 4 was supported such that men overestimated women's benevolent sexism, b = .63, t(28.02) = 5.45, p < .001.
Using mixed-gender partner ratings, we were able to replicate Rudman and Fetterolf 's (2014) findings for the most part. What Rudman and Note. In Study 1, hostile and benevolent sexism were measured using a 0 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale. In Study 2, hostile and benevolent sexism were measured using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) scale. 
Study 2
Study 1 provided a conceptual replication of Rudman and Fetterolf (2014) , except Hypothesis 3 was not supported such that women were not underestimating men's benevolent sexism. Furthermore, accuracy was not found at the group level. The lack of accuracy may have been due to lack of contextual information as the conversation centered on a very mundane, gettingacquainted task and perceivers had no other targets to compare the partner to. Previous research on accuracy of judging racial attitudes used more racially salient topics such as racial profiling (Richeson & Shelton, 2005) . Therefore, Study 2 differed from Study 1 and Rudman and Fetterolf (2014) by using a more gender-salient conversational topic: distribution of housework. This topic was chosen because it was not overtly about sexism (which might make judgment of sexism too easy) yet would be likely to invite a discussion of traditional gender roles, which might bring out sexist attitudes if they exist. We predicted that when given more contextual information, participants would be more accurate and less biased in judging their partners' sexism.
Method
Participants. Participants were 29 mixed-gender dyads (M age = 18.49) who participated as part of a larger study on a different topic. All of the participants were Northeastern University undergraduates who completed the study in exchange for partial course credit. Originally there were 31 dyads but two were excluded because they knew one another prior to the study.
Procedure. Male and female students were again recruited separately through the participant pool. After a pair of male and female students arrived, they were told that this was a study on accuracy in the judgment of personality. After consenting to the study, participants first completed a battery of questionnaires individually that contained the ASI (1 = strongly disagree; 6 = strongly agree). Participants then engaged in a free-structured 3-min conversation in which they introduced themselves and discussed any topic they wished. Afterwards, participants were instructed to discuss gender roles at home for another 3 min; they were asked to share their opinions on how their parents distributed housework such as cleaning, cooking, childcare, yard work, or taking out the trash; they were also asked how they would distribute housework if they were to have a family in the future. They were not, however, asked directly to describe their own gender attitudes, as that would make the judgment task too simple. After the second interaction, participants filled out the ASI as they thought their partner would complete it. Unlike Study 1, interactions were not video recorded.
Results and Discussion
The analytic procedure was the same as Study 1. See Table 1 for descriptive statistics and Table 3 for the estimates in the truth and bias model. In judging partners' hostile sexism, participants did not exhibit bias, b = −.07, t(21.04) = −0.97, p = .342. Interestingly, accuracy was significant in the negative direction, b = −.25, t(52.40) = −2.73, p = .009, implying that people were perceiving hostile sexist partners as not sexist (or perceiving low hostile sexist partners as overly sexist). There was a main effect of gender, b = .47, t(20.78) = 7.69, p < .001, without a Gender x Accuracy interaction, b = .04, t(53.64) = 0.41, p = .682.
Hypotheses 1 and 2 tested women and men's judgments of their partners' hostile sexism; the main effect of gender was again disentangled using recommendations proposed by Aiken and West (1991) . Women overestimated men's hostile sexism, b = .40, t(26.79) = 4.59, p < .001. In contrast, men underestimated women's hostile sexism, b = −.53, t(27.00) = −5.76, p < .001. Hypotheses 1 and 2 were again supported.
As for benevolent sexism, participants again overestimated their partners' self-reported sexism level, b = .29, t(23.71) = 4.08, p < .001. Accuracy was not significant overall, b = −.10, t(49.21) = −1.11, p = .274. The main effect of gender was found, b = −.14, t(23.66) = −2.11, p = .046, but it did not interact with accuracy, b = −.02, t(51.31) = −0.26, p = .793.
To disentangle the main effect of gender, Hypotheses 3 and 4 tested women and men's judgments of their partners' benevolent sexism. Contrary to Hypothesis 3, women did not show bias in their judgments of partners' benevolent sexism, b = .16, t(26.88) = 1.51, p = .143, and the direction hinted at a possible overestimation. Hypothesis 4 was supported such that men overestimated their female partners' benevolent sexism, b = .43, t(27.01) = 4.76, p < .001.
Through a discussion paradigm that was more gender-salient, we were able to provide a conceptual replication of Rudman and Fetterolf 's (2014) findings and those of Study 1. Women overestimated their male partners' hostile sexism but bias in estimation of their partners' benevolent sexism was not significant. Men underestimated their female partners' hostile sexism and overestimated their benevolent sexism. It should be noted that the effects were generally smaller than in Study 1, and this may be in part due to more information obtained through the discussion as participants may have been able to glean more information regarding their partners' gender attitudes, leading to less bias. Indeed, the focus of the conversation was on division of housework, a particularly relevant property of benevolent sexism (Glick, Diebold, Bailey-Werner, & Zhu, 1997) , and the direction of bias was reversed from Study 1 such that women seemed to be overestimating men's benevolent sexism. However, given that Hypothesis 3 was not supported in Study 1 or Study 2, interpretation should be made with caution.
Study 3
One major limitation of the first two studies and that of Rudman and Fetterolf (2014) is the lack of same-gender judgments. It is unclear whether accuracy exists when men judge other men's sexism or when women judge other women's sexism. Thus, a goal of Study 3 was to include these comparisons. Another limitation of the first two studies was the inability to measure accuracy except at the dyadic level. Accuracy at the dyadic level cannot be unambiguously attributed to perceivers because of the confounding with partner expressivity as discussed before (and elsewhere, e.g., Hall et al., 2015) . Therefore, we recruited new participants in Study 3 to measure accuracy of detecting sexism based on watching multiple targets' behaviors as this method circumvents the confounding and also allows for individual perceivers to be scored for their accuracy. Participants watched either male or female targets from Study 1 and completed either benevolent sexism or hostile sexism items for each target as they thought the person in the video would fill them out. This was a 2 (participant gender: male vs. female) x 2 (target video gender: male vs. female) x 2 (sexism judgment condition: benevolent vs. hostile) between-subjects design. Data were analyzed using sensitivity correlation to examine accuracy in detecting who is more sexist than whom across a number of male or female targets. It should be noted that the truth and bias model cannot be applied herein because the model specifies that the truth or the criterion cannot be a constant across perceivers (Stern et al., 2013; West & Kenny, 2011) .
Method
Participants and procedure. Participants were 165 undergraduates (50.30% female; M age = 18.90) who participated for partial course credit. Four participants were previously excluded for being underage at the time of participation without parental consent or for circling the same response for all ratings.
Participants came in groups of one to four. Each group watched videos of 27 male targets or 27 female targets from Study 1. Within each group, participants were randomly assigned to rate the targets' benevolent sexism or hostile sexism. After signing consent forms, participants were given a packet of sexism ratings. They were instructed to rate the target on the sexism scales provided after each video clip, as they thought the target would fill them out. The experimenter paused at the end of each video to allow time for ratings and then played the next video. Once participants had finished rating all targets, they completed a feminism scale and demographic information, and were debriefed.
Videos. Videos from Study 1 were edited so that only the male or the female targets were visible and consisted of only the middle 30 s of the 3-min unstructured social interaction. Because of camera malfunction and not all targets agreed to release their videos, 27 rather than 30 dyads were on the tape. The videos were presented according to the order the targets had originally come into the lab. As mentioned earlier, conversations centered on getting acquainted, classes, and the trivia game they had played earlier in the interaction. None of the targets mentioned or discussed topics concerning sexism.
Sexism ratings. Given the number of targets, a shortened ASI was used for sexism ratings consisting of six items for benevolent sexism and six items for hostile sexism. Previous research demonstrated that these items had strong reliability and correlated highly with the full 22-item ASI (Hammond & Overall, 2013) . Items were rated on a 6-point scale as in Study 1 (0 = disagree strongly; 5 = agree strongly). After appropriate reverse-scoring, participants' ratings were averaged to form a benevolent or a hostile sexism score for each target.
Feminism scale. Participants completed the 10-item short form of Liberal Feminist Attitude and Ideology Scale (Morgan, 1996) . Example items include "A woman should have the same job opportunities as a man" and "Women should be considered as seriously as men as candidates for the Presidency of the United States." Two additional items were included to measure identification with being a feminist (Breen & Karpinski, 2008) : "I consider myself a feminist" and "My friends and family consider me a feminist." All items were measured on a 7-point scale (1 = disagree strongly; 7 = agree strongly), and higher averaged scores indicate greater endorsement of feminist attitude and feminist identity after appropriate reversals. Neither feminist attitude nor feminist identity correlated with accuracy in detecting hostile and benevolent sexism (rs < .18; ps > .11).
Calculation of Accuracy Scores
Each participant either watched 27 videos of male targets or 27 videos of female targets from the dyads in Study 1, and each participant either rated each of the 27 targets on the Benevolent Sexism Scale or the Hostile Sexism Scale. Each participant's ratings of the targets' sexism scores were correlated with those targets' self-reported sexism scores, across targets, yielding a Pearson correlation for each participant. This constitutes that participant's accuracy in identifying different degrees of sexism across the targets. Each Pearson correlation was Fisher-z transformed for normalization before analysis and converted back to the Pearson correlation metric for presentation. By calculating a correlation score for each participant, individual variation in accuracy can be obtained. A positive correlation indicates that a person has some ability to distinguish between the targets. A correlation of zero means there is no covariation and that the judge must have been guessing. This method is commonly used in interpersonal accuracy research and has been applied in stereotype accuracy research (e.g., Diekman et al., 2002; Judd & Park, 1993) .
Results
Overall accuracy for hostile and benevolent sexism. To find out whether, in general, participants were accurate about the targets' sexism, one-sample t tests against the null (no accuracy) value of zero were used. Averaging over gender of participants and targets, both kinds of sexism were judged at levels significantly above chance: for benevolent sexism (M = 0.13; SD = 0.21), t(82) = 5.75, p < .001; for hostile sexism (M = 0.05; SD = 0.20), t(81) = 2.46, p = .016. An independent samples t test was used to test whether the two kinds of sexism were judged with equal accuracy. Benevolent sexism was more accurately judged than hostile sexism, t(163) = 2.44, p = .016.
Next, analyses were performed to examine how the gender of the participant and the target influenced accuracy separately for hostile and benevolent sexism.
Hostile sexism: Target and participant gender comparisons. Women were significantly accurate at judging male targets' hostile sexism, t(20) = 2.21, p = .039. Men, on the other hand, were not accurate above chance at judging female targets' hostile sexism, t(20) = 0.00, ns. Turning to same-gender ratings, women were not significantly accurate at judging female targets' hostile sexism, t(19) = 0.11, ns, while men were significantly accurate at judging male targets' hostile sexism, t(19) = 2.82, p = .011 (see Table 4 ).
When accuracy scores were analyzed in a 2 (participant gender) x 2 (target gender) ANOVA, a main effect of target gender emerged, F(1, 78) = 7.03, p = .010, such that participants were more accurate at judging male targets' hostile sexism (M = 0.11; SD = 0.20) than they were at judging female targets' hostile sexism (M = 0.00; SD = 0.19). No other effects were significant, ps > .67.
Benevolent sexism: Target and participant gender comparisons. Women were significantly accurate (i.e., above guessing) at judging male targets' benevolent sexism, t(21) = 2.94, p = .008. Men, in contrast, were not accurate above chance at judging female targets' benevolent sexism, t(20) = 0.61, ns. As for same-gender ratings, women were significantly accurate at judging female targets' Table 4 ). The ANOVA showed there was a significant interaction of participant gender and target gender, F(1, 79) = 9.19, p = .003. Pairwise comparisons showed that for judging male targets, men (M = 0.23; SD = 0.20) were more accurate than women (M = 0.11; SD = 0.17), t(40) = 2.16, p = .037. For female targets, women (M = 0.17; SD = 0.21) were more accurate than men (M = 0.03; SD = 0.22), t(39) = 2.14, p = .039. The main effects were not significant, ps > .13.
Discussion
In general, participants were significantly accurate at detecting hostile and benevolent sexism from 30-s video clips. However, participant and target gender both play important roles as well as did the form of sexism being judged.
For hostile sexism, men and women had significantly above-chance accuracy only for judging male targets. This corresponds to the factorial analyses as there was a main effect of target gender such that both male and female participants were able to detect male targets' hostile sexism better than female targets' hostile sexism. Although women do hold sexist beliefs regarding their own gender, people may not necessarily know what or how to look for women's hostile sexist beliefs toward other women. If people do not know what hostile sexism held by women should look like, then they would most likely be guessing. Indeed, accuracy scores were around zero (guessing level) for men and women when judging female targets' hostile sexism.
When judging benevolent sexism, participants were more accurate when judging targets of the same gender than opposite gender. In other words, there was an ingroup advantage to accurately detecting benevolent sexism. This ingroup advantage is consistent with several findings in the interpersonal accuracy literature, which have shown that people are more accurate at judging targets from the same cultural group (e.g., Elfenbein & Ambady, 2002; Rogers & Biesanz, 2014) . Because males and females often socialize within their own gender group, this could create an ingroup advantage if people reveal their attitudes more freely within their ingroup, allowing for more learning of how those attitudes are expressed. Why there was ingroup advantage for benevolent but not hostile sexism is unclear.
Importantly, one sample t tests revealed that when participants were judging sexism in opposite-gender targets, women judged male targets significantly above chance for both hostile and benevolent sexism. This effect was not observed in men, whose judgments of female targets were not significantly different from chance for either form of sexism. The ability of women to detect sexism in men (but not vice versa) lends credence to functional theories (Richeson & Shelton, 2005) , which suggest that social minority members become more accurate because accuracy serves adaptive behavioral responses.
General Discussion
The present studies added to the literature on the perception of sexism in several ways. Both bias and accuracy were measured, and accuracy was measured using two different methodologies, and we used dyadic interaction and videos of real targets rather than having participants imagine the attitudes of the opposite gender, thus extending the generalizability of Rudman and Fetterolf 's (2014) findings to a more real-life context. Studies 1 and 2 employed the truth and bias model to examine bias in judging partner's sexism in mixed-gender dyadic interactions. We largely replicated and extended Rudman and Fetterolf 's findings. Both men and women were biased in judging their partners' sexism level. Specifically, women overestimated men's hostile sexism. Men, in contrast, underestimated women's hostile sexism but overestimated their benevolent sexism. However, women's underestimation of benevolent sexism was not replicated. This may in part be due to low power as there were only approximately 30 dyads in both studies, while Rudman and Fetterolf (2014) had a larger sample size.
Accuracy at the group (not individual) level was also examined in Studies 1 and 2 using the truth and bias model. Significant accuracy was not found in either study and there was indication of significant inaccuracy in Study 2. Future research could delve into the question of grouplevel accuracy deeper and one improvement on the current research design would be asking participants to judge their partners at multiple time points (e.g., beginning, middle, and end of study). Multiple time points allow for more statistical power and one can track accuracy of judgments across time points (e.g., Overall, Fletcher, & Kenny, 2012; West, Dovidio, & Pearson, 2014) . Another improvement is using multiple targets, which is what we did in Study 3.
Study 3 used a more sensitive and individuallevel method for calculating accuracy by having participants judge multiple targets. There was significant accuracy overall for judging hostile and benevolent sexism, but there were important differences according to combinations of participant and target gender and which form of sexism was being judged. Both male and female participants were more accurate at detecting hostile sexism in male targets than female targets. As for benevolent sexism, male participants were more accurate than female participants in detecting male targets' benevolent sexism, but female participants were more accurate than male participants in detecting female targets' sexism. When participants were judging sexism in opposite-gender targets, women were able to judge male targets significantly above chance for both hostile and benevolent sexism, but men's judgments of female targets did not differ significantly from chance for either form of sexism. However, accuracy was not dramatically high in an absolute sense, with accuracy means of .13 for benevolent sexism and .05 for hostile sexism when theoretically they could range up to 1.00. Nevertheless, accuracy is typically low when judged from brief excerpts of strangers' spontaneous (i.e., not posed) behavior-for example, judging racism (Richeson & Shelton, 2005) , intelligence (Murphy, Hall, & Colvin, 2003) , personality traits (Connelly & Ones, 2010) , thoughts and feelings (Gesn & Ickes, 1999; Hall & Schmid Mast, 2007) , preferences for pictures (North, Todorov, & Osherson, 2012) , and physical pain (Ruben & Hall, 2013) . Rudman and Fetterolf (2014) concluded that there was no accuracy in their paper, but this conclusion should be modified to pertain only to the bias question and not to accuracy in the correlational sense. Both approaches have value but likely in different contexts. The bias question may be especially relevant when thinking about social groups and when the context does not allow the opportunity to make target-specific ratings, as was the case in Rudman and Fetterolf 's study. While group-level accuracy was not significant in Studies 1 and 2, accuracy defined as the ability to distinguish sexism between targets was significant in Study 3. After all, the methodologies for calculating accuracy are quite different with the former (grouplevel accuracy) being one coefficient calculated for the group while the latter is an individual-differences measure. The former measures covariation between judgments and criteria across dyads (expressed as a regression coefficient), but the latter measures whether a judge can discern one target from another in terms of their sexism. Furthermore, there is an expressivity-perceptivity confound inherent with accuracy obtained from dyadic interactions (e.g., Hall et al., 2006 Hall et al., , 2015 Snodgrass et al., 1998) . The lack of accuracy may reflect a person's inability to detect sexism in others, or it may be due to the interaction partner's expressivity; if the partner is not expressing enough cues that could point to his or her sexism level, then making accurate judgments would be a very difficult task. Study 3 circumvented the expressivity-perceptivity confound and contributed novel results to this literature by measuring accuracy in terms of distinguishing between targets and comparing samegender and opposite-gender pairings. Overall, accuracy was above chance even though the stimuli were only 30 s long.
What could have contributed to these biased and accurate judgments of sexism? Functional theories suggest that accuracy and bias serve adaptive function for the perceivers (e.g., Fletcher, 2015; Richeson & Shelton, 2005; Zebrowitz & Collins, 1997) . It is advantageous for women to overestimate men's hostile sexism in order to be on guard, particularly against men whom they have just met. They may figure it is better to be safe than sorry when estimating male strangers' hostile sexism, which is a more overt and aggressive form of sexism than benevolent sexism. But, even while overestimating in this way, it is still adaptive for women to be able to accurately distinguish which men are more sexist than other men. Indeed, Study 3 found that women were able to accurately detect both hostile and benevolent sexism in men significantly above chance, but men were not accurate in judging women. Men do not necessarily need to be accurate when judging women's sexism as such judgments do not serve an obvious adaptive function for men because men typically hold more power and status in society than women and do not necessarily need to protect themselves against women's sexist attitudes against women. The same logic would suggest that if one were to measure sexism against men (e.g., using the Ambivalence Toward Men Inventory; Glick & Fiske, 1999) , then men would demonstrate accuracy in judging female targets' sexism.
This research is, however, limited within the context of first impressions between men and women who did not know one another. This was particularly the case in Study 3 where participants had only half a minute of video on which to judge the sexism of a particular target person. In contexts where dyads have more familiarity with one another, differences may arise. For instance, accuracy in personality judgments increases when judgments are made by familiar others such as friends and family compared to strangers (for a meta-analytic review, see Connelly & Ones, 2010) . One could imagine how bias and accuracy in judging hostile and benevolent sexism may differ in more intimate contexts such as romantic relationships, considering that intimacy can be deeply entwined with both forms of sexism (Rudman & Glick, 2008) . In romantic relationships, men and women have more information and opportunity to appraise their partners' sexism. Hammond and Overall (2013) found that men's hostile sexism predicted overestimation of their romantic partners' negative behaviors (i.e., thinking the partners were behaving more negatively than the partners' self-report), which subsequently led to poorer relationship quality and more negative behavior on the men's part. While they did not specifically examine accuracy and bias in judging partners' sexism, they demonstrated that biased perceptions of partners' behavior can have adverse consequences in an intimate context, especially among hostile sexist men. Research examining the different contexts whereby sexism judgments can differ is important and merits serious consideration. Nonetheless, the context of first impressions is equally important as the beginning of any intimate romantic relationships relies on first impressions.
The field of interpersonal accuracy is growing, but in order for the field to continue to proliferate, more explorations into bias and accuracy are needed. Both bias and accuracy play tremendous roles in our everyday lives as we regularly interact, perceive, and judge people, whether they are intimate or not. Prejudice is one domain that is beginning to examine both bias and accuracy, and the current research adds to this budding field by showing that people can still be accurate in detecting sexism even through a limited 30-s window of social interactions between two people conversing on mundane topics. Although research has extensively studied sexism at an intergroup level, the interpersonal processes of sexism in mixed-gender interactions are seldom examined. And as we continue to make strides in gender equality in our society, care should be given to address the everyday, ordinary social interactions between men and women where sexism still lurks.
